
Ms. NancyWittpen EiiERGYFACILINSITE “
Bonnevi1le PowerAdministration
905 NE llth Avenue

HJALUATioNCOUNCIL ‘
Portland OR 97232

Subject: Northwest Regional PowerFaci1ityDraftErivironmentalImpad
Statement(EIS)

Dear ~. Wittpen:

Enclosedare commentson the subjetidocumentprovidedby our GrandCoulee
PowerOffice. By now.you shouldhavereceivedco~ents fromthe Department .
of the Interiorthat indjcatedno commentsfromRwlamation on Envlronmental
Review95/779of the subjxt docwnt. We applogize for the error and

appreciatethe time extensionfor providingcments to you.

In addition,as r=ently discussedwith LolaSeptof my staff,we mistakenly ~
requestedthat we be relievedof ourstatusas cooperatingagencyfor this.
EIS. While our concernand involvementregardingwatersupplyhas been.putto . .
rest,becausethe ro osedprojectwi~~be tyingitio.ourpwer grid at Grand.YR

.
CouleeDam,.we sti 1 ave an interest in the p~ojed. ~erefores Wedo WiSh . .. to

If

remainas a cooperatingagency.

YOU have questions,pleasecontactLolaSeptat [?08)378-5032-

Sincerely.
. .

~ .yk~+ ~
.

k
:

RobertC. Christensen
RegionalEnvironmentalOfficer

Enclosure .

cc: RegionalEnvironmentalOfficer,Attention:HartHodges.Officeof the
Swretary, PacificNorthwestRegion.500 NE NultnomahSt. Suite600,
PortlandOR 97232-2036 ~

,

.
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Bureauof Reclamation”s
Comments on the N~rthwestRegionalPwer FacilityDraftEIS

January9. 1996

Paqe3.10.Towerlnstallationand Re~lacement--Astatementneedsto be added
that “Towerswill be requiredto be relocatedantiornewtmers installedfor
the relocationof the tie line at the.500 KvSwitchyardatth Grand~ulee
PowerOffice-- . .

Paqe3-13--&ange paragraphtitleto: “~ompensationStationandTie Line
Relocationsites,”

Paqe 3-33.TransmissionFacilities--Needtoincludethe relocationof the tie
line: revise first sentence. “Transmission line and relocation oftieli~,
construction ~ould. . . ~“ .

Pq 3-101.Develo~edLan~--Needto includetie linerelocation;revisefirst
s~n~enceof firstparagra h.

d
‘Figure3-12shtis. . . wheren~ Rw.

switchyarde~ansion; a tieli.ne relocationare proposed.”

Pa~e3-111,DeveloDedLand--Needto ~ncludeDouglasCounty:revisefirst
sentence,“Forthecityo fGrandCoulee. GrantCounty,and DouglasCounty.
impatis... . .“ . .

. . Tr~nsrnissionFacilities--Needtoincludetieline relocation:add ‘
to firstsentence.‘. . . the newlyproposedtransmissionlineand proposed
relocatedtie Iine will not. . . .’[

~3-1~. Trans . . FacilitieE--Needto includetiellne relocation;add
this statement.“%e?e”!houldbe no significantdiredimpati bythe tiellne
relocationat the 500 Kv Switchyardat the GtandCouleePower.Offi@.”
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A-1

A-2

A-3

AA

A-5

A-6

A-7

A-8

Comment noted.

LETTER “A” RESPONSES

TheBureau of Rectiation @ remain a Cooperating Agency for
this project.

The construction of a singl+tit 500-kV transmission he W not cause the
relocation of the Tie Line at the Grand Codee Stitchyard. As a restit Figure 2-9
(N~F Transmission Route) has been retised. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

See response to comment A-2.

See response to comment A-2.

See response to comment A-2.

Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2
(Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

See response to comment A-2.

See response to comment A-2.



LETTER I?BII

IN RFJI,Y-S70:
m 9s/779

Nancy Wittpen
Bonneville P-r A~ti8tiation
90S N2 llth A-ue
Poxtl- OR 97232

JAN 111996

ENERGYFACILITYSITE
EVALUATIONCOUNCIL

~w XCtThe Department of.t% Interior has reviewed the Draft WV
Statement (DEIS) foe the Northwest Regio=l Power FaciliW (NRPF) and tie ~‘
followtig c~ ta ase provided for your use ~ cons~derationwhen prepartig
the F-1 EnvtiO=nt~ -act stat~% (=IS) - .

GENERAL @KNTS

Water Resources

The Bureau of Recl~tioq =cated that whLle they ware origtiaLXy a
cooperattig agency and an titervenor in the origtial project, they have
wikhdra- fr- both roles. Their concern was with loss of water potenti~ly
needed for sa- flow5 because Recl=tion had been dticted by the Nattind
Narbe ~-bsr~s 6Htie, h the~ biologic~ opinion, to .a~e water to
ticreaae flows for s~. ~ proposed well fields, located on -cktion
land, were in d~ geologic conne~ion with stored water fm L- Roosmlt
and the proponent vas re~esttig a new water righ~ on a tr~tery of the
tilumbti =ver. ~~ since the proposed action has been changed to”use .
the city of -ston’s -ci# water supply, there h now no med for a new
water right nor u8e of the land adjacent to Lake Roosevelt. If F have
~eetions concerntig watez resources, please contact ~. Lola Sept,
Envho_tal Specbli*, Bureau of Reclamations Pacific Northwest Regi*
office at (208) 378-5032.

Recreaklon. ~source6

Due &o”the source?s prm~ity to -Zee Dam Natio~ RecreatLoB.Area (~)?
The National Park Service (NPS) is concerned that there may be ~cts to
re50urcem h ‘the recreation area. The National Park Se+ce Org& m of
1916 (16 USC1? et sag.), mndates NPS to:

pr-te and reguiate the use of . . . =%ional parks - - =
& ~;h mans and masures as confom to the fundm~tal purpose
of the said parks~ . . . which purpose is to conserve the Scenery
and the ~t~ti and Mstoric objects and wildlife thereti end to
provide for the enjowent of the 8a@ ti SUCh =Mer ad ~ such
qeans as will leave them un~aired for the enjo~ent of future
generationn.”

AS you may know~ =DA iS located on Lake Roosmlt sbout.6 ~lmt=a nofih of. .
the pxopoEed NRPF and is categorized an a Class 1X Floor.Area and lie6 within
a Federal and State designated air ~ality attatient area. The NPS statement
for Management (199S) for ~DA states: “- ~~ity within the Natio*
Recreation Area La gene~ally ’good, except for the Kttle Falls area.-
Likewise, the NPS General Management Plan (1980) for ~DA states: Natural
resources will be managed to perpetuate the natural and rural character of the
landscape within the recreation mea wherever POSSM1=. to @intain an
atmosphere of scenic tran~ility as vi-cd from the lake and to mintab
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envtiomental qality of air and vatez. - The following comments ud ~eotiona
are b-d on the above manag=ent d~e~ives regarding the ati @ality and
v~sfiility within mDA and the Lake Roosevelt airshed -d the WS -dateo h
the Organic Act. -

Zn order to C- out t~se ~an~tes ~d m-a9ement ~ective~ the foll~~g
c~nts are provided on the DEIS.

In most cases, S% and N% da not reach concentrationMgh enough to ~jure
vegetation in nationaX parke. However, due to =F’s pr=~ty to *
boundary of mDA, we are mncerned that the facility”a tissions -d harm
re60urces in WDA. our conce=s focus on the proposed S% and NZ-SE*
and ~sstile @a@s on xescurces at ~DA due to acid deposition. wa ask that
the applicant addreas potential acti depostttin ~cts at -~ and we
encourage you to take every opportunity to mintiize emissions b the =ea to
reduce the risk of injur2ng sensitive resourcs5 at WDA.

Secause of our concerns about visWility and ~a~a on other resources b
@DA~ we rqest that the applicant perfo= the follm~ -** anaLysea: ‘
(1) plm @ace and regioti.h=~ and (2) total depcsiktin. We lookfo-
to review~ the zesul~ of these analyses.

1-5m F3Qure e 1.1 and Pabe 2-3. Fioure 212: For clarificattin theOe need
to be turned to =tch the other figures, i.e.~ Figure 2-S~ ‘North’, and a
sctie need to be added.

Paae 1-7. SectXmn 1.3.2 (No Action Al~ernative~: Undar consqences, add a
statement that the associated envtimntal impacts; as ~tity, etc., would
not occur.

qe 3-17 ● sect tin 1.4.2.3 [Recreation~: [add] At cetitit~s the SC-C
~iew on Lake RooEevelt my be ~cting a pcrtlon of the appmtitely
1 -Ma visitors to -h (Per ~cts wdeled and M@ed for the CMSS I
airshed on the Spo~ - Reservation on page 1-10).

Paue 1-23. Se*ion 1.5 (Areas of controvec~v and Iemes to be reeo%ved~
=though mS.did not rqest to ~ome an intervener h the adjuticatL&-
hearfig process with ~SEC, we did cment on three other occasions regardtig
the RRPF. The correspondences were dated August 23, 1995, regarding the
Northwest Regional Power FacWty SEPA/WPA &IS; October 13, 1995, reg-
the -F (EFSEC) tentative detetination on the PSD ~-t for a= *sB-
in Creston, Washington; and October 26, 1995, regarding the NRPF~SD fatiohc~
and related infomtbn. We w@d re~est that a statmnt be added to MS

. socttin reflecting the concerns c~icated h these cor-~~os. ~
staaent could read “Vfs~il$ty, dtipcsitioti, and ac- rafi ~cts to
-DA. W

PaQe 2-3. Fimre 2-1* “Smok-e River Falls Lake”: This shou~ read “SPOR*
River ~“ and “Fr~ti Roosevelt Lake” tihouldread ‘m~h D. Rocs~ti
tie”; or, CUEpref~.~ce is ‘Laka Roosevelt.” You could also fdenttiy
“-lee D= National Aecreathn Area.w

Paue 2-11. Pi- 2-Z Fr~ this figure and the discussions; it could x be
determtied why the proposed areas with no construction activities do not
etiend to the eastern, northern, and part of the western boun’~ies of the
eite~haps because of fenctig?i The figure, as presented, suggests
potential Sed-nt loading ~cts in the steep canyon on the northeast.

Paae 3-3~@ aI- acts on Visibility at Nearbv Class I Areas”: We would regueut
that other 8i~ificsnt areas (not class X) with visibility concern8 be added
to this section. Under the “perceptfiility p8rmeter, Delta E- calculated by
WS-N on page 3-31, any ~acts on the Spokane Reservation would also be
perceptfile at CODA (on Lake ~osevelt), a resource visited by over 1 million
visitors annually, and on the -lville Indian Reservation.
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3

?aqe 3-35. Sectio n 3 .1.4 (Water suuply ~: There was no available data in the 10
document to verify that the two (2) Creston City wells have a Capacity of
1,030 gallons per minute (gpm). The well log for one well (*illed ~ lg81#
776 feet deep~ finished in bedrock) was initi~ly tested at less than 200 gpm,
and &he log for another Well (could not determine if it’s the second city well
or an older well that waE eithec abandoned or deepened) was tested ak 300 ~
(reportedon log). The notial average pumptig rate of 64 w for Weston
indicates that the additional 55-77 gpm for the facility could ea8ily be met.
There may, however, be a problem with a peak rate of 467 ~ fOr Creston =d
200 ~ for the facility. Creston wells are located essenti~ly on a
ground+ater divide, withground-water in this area genertily flowing
northward . mt crops of beaock (e.g., ~ean Butt@) deftie the aPPr~~ate
boundary where ground-water flows Bouth. Bedrock configuration Euggests a
ltiited zecharge area for the wells. south of meston, in the S~g Creek
area, water-levels are declining; levelE are also declining all along the
northern tier south of the mlumbia River~ partly due to pumpage and partly .
due to long-term dry conditions. Thus, it is ~tiant to identify the ~nt
of t~ thab the peak pumping rates would generally be =pected to be -
maintahed. Long periods of rates at 667 gpm may potentially tipact shallow
ground%ater.levels (there are shallow wellB downstream) and Epring tischarge
that supports the perennial streamE north and east of the site.

Paqe 3-37. Gection 3.1.5 (Surface water~ Regarding the Stormwater retention
pond: Ba8alts wL1l accept a reasonable mount of recharge. Thus, for
filtration, f%ne-grained sedtientE, such as the onsite loess, should be
considered as a naeurd lining in the pond.

11

Pane 3-37. Sect~ on 3.1.S, [water-m alitv/arwnd+ater): The water reality of 12
ueston’s wat--supply is known; all public supply wells are te5ted. Tti6
data should be included in the FEIS. Generalized locations of monitoring
wells should be shown 50 aE to assess re=onableness of the network. me
stormwater retention pond will not recharge ground water in the Siting ~eek
basin but will recharge water moving northward. This water may potentA~ly
reach aeverd shallow uellg md perhaps deeper wells because this area, betig
a ground+ater dividet has large downward vert.icd gradients and wells are not
cased. Thus, the recharging pond water, if carrying cent~ts, may loctily
have an impact on dr~g water with&awalE.

~aae 3-55, “Bald Eaale~: There are rooEting sites and an active bald eagle
mat (1995) within 8 kilometers of the proposed ~F.

13

Paue 3-93. Paramauh 3, last sentence hge this to read: “The entire Lake ,14
Roosevelt S6 managed for recreational use.”

Faae 3-120..Sectlon 3.2.4.1 (ExA~t$nu finditionel: [add] ‘On clear day= a
portion of the North Cascades, approxtiately160 kilometers to the vest, e- 15
beobserved from Highway 2 traveltig from ~eston to WMur, Washtigton.-

Paue 3-122, Sect$qn 3.2.4.2 (Iwacts): As mentioned at the begking of this
correspondence, the view in and around Lake Roosevelt is of paramount 16
tiportance to mDA. Impacts of the visible pl-e.to Lake Roosevelt and the
surrounding areaa, especially the Spokane Reservation, should be identified.
If you have ~estions concerning recreationalreEources contact Scott Hebner,
-lee Dam National Recreation Area at (S09] 725-2715.

We have appreciated the opportunity to c~.nt.

GS9+
Region~ Environmental Off cer



LETTER “B” RESPONSES

B-1

B-2

B-3

B-4

B-5

B-6

B-7

B-8

B-9

B-10

See Supplemental Letter “B’ Responses.

See Supplement Letter “B’ Responses.

Comment noted. Suggested changes made to figure. Please refer to Chapter 2
(Corrections and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

Comment noted. However, Section 1.3.2 (No Action Mternative) aheady states that
the No Action Alternative wotid avoid the environmental impacts associated with
these actions (i.e., constriction and operation of the NRPF, transmission fadties,
and natural gas pipe~e).

Comment noted. However, the impacts upon visibfity were derived from the
conservative assumptions. Some impact may be visible under proper tighting
situations if one were looking toward the p~t site and visibfity was not obstructed
by knd forms. If one knew whereto look, a sfight distortion might be detectable.
Most of the recreation on or along the rivers occurs at locations where W wi~
obstruct this view. The impact, if it occurs, shodd not be noticeable to recreational
visitors. The impact to visibfity is ody a possibfity, wd, if it occurs, it shotid not
be significant. h addition, see Supplement Letter “B’ Responses.

Comment noted. Changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections and
Modifications to the DEB) of this docment.

Comment noted. Suggested changes made to figure. Please refer to Chaptw 2
(Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this doment. The location of the
Codee Dam National Recreation Area is shown on Figure 3-13, page 3-117.

The “Area with No Proposed Cons~ction or Operation Activities” was estabkhed
to avoid potentia~y sensitive environmental resources. With regard to the area
outside of the of the no conshction area, construction activities are ody proposed
in the area of the proposed fa~ties.

See Supplemental Letter “B’ Responses.

The amount of water pumped and used by the Town of Creston varies annua~y and
by season depending on the poptition and such factors as rain~ and temperature.
In the past, the amount of water pumped has been substanti~y more than is
currently being used. In 1979 the Town of Creston pumped an average of 120,000
ga~ons per day (gpd) to supply water service to 320 residences. Creston now
supplies ody about 240 residences. k 1993 Creston pumped 26,400,000 gdons
(approximately 72,300 gaflons per day). The NRPF’s normal operating water
requirements of 79,200 gpd to 100,800 gpd W increase the pumping amounts ody
s~ghtiy over thehistorically indicated amomts. These amounts ares~ substanti~y
less than the amount of water rights certificates and claims hdd by the Town of
Creston.

The Town of Creston is cunenfly preparing a Capita Fadties Plan. Part of this
Plan W contain a stidy by Varela & Associates (Spokane, WA), addressing the



potential impact of Creston supplying water to the NNF. This study is not yet
avdable, but is reported to confirm the aquifers and the abfity of Creston to supply
the NNF with water.

B-II Comment noted.

B-12 Comment noted. However, it is assumed that Creston’s water supply meets water
qutity standards for a potable water supply. To mitigate potential contamination
in the recharging pond affecting local ground water qudty, stormwater runoff near
the exterior equipment and storage W WU be routed through an ofl and water
separator prior to discharging to the co~ection channel.

B-13 Comment noted. See page 3-51, Sensitive tid Speaes, NWF Site, which states
“Based upon review of Washington State Department of Fish and Wildfife andU.S.
Department of Fish and Wfl~e databases, the bdd eagle (Haliaeefus Zacocqhaljs)
and the peregrine ficon ralco pwe~inw) are noted as possibly occurring in the
vicinity of the NWF site.”

B-14 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2
(Correctionsand Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

B-15 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2
(Correctionsand Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

B-16 See response to comment B-5.



COMMEWS ANDRESPONSES

‘SUPPLEMENTAL LE~ER”W RESPONSES ‘

The air quality impacts of the Northwest Regional Power Faci~i (NRPfi are minimized by using
the least-polluting fossil fuel and the best available air pollution control technology. The equipment which
will be included in this project will have the latest proven combustion turbine technology. The NRPF will
result in no unacceptable adverse impacts on air quality or to air quality-related values, including visibility,
regional haze, plants and soils, and impacts on Class I areas. All applicable federal and state emissions
control requirements were met.

Ambient air quality impacts were analyzed using standard methods developed by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The air qua~i models used are defined in the Guideline on Air
Qual.~ Modeling (EPA, El-25-78-027). Receptors were defined in a grid sticient to cover the ‘maximum
impact areas for each pollutant, as well as to estimate ambient air concentrations in Class I areas.

The results of the analysis showed that the impacts from the proposed facility, together with
background values, will not exceed the applicable primary or seconda~ ambient air quality standards.
Model concentrations for the highest impacts from the facil.~ alone are less than 2 percent of the
standard. Similarly, impacts from the proposed facil.~ alone will not exceed any Class II or Class I area
PSD increments. Maximum PSD increments are less than 8 percent of the applicable PSD increments.
Impacts from the proposed facil.~ will not exceed any Washington Acceptable Source Impact Level (ASIL).
Maximum impacts of air toxic compounds are less than 40 percent of the ASIL.

The Coulee Dam National Recreation Area (NRA) is a Class II area under PSD regulations.
Impacts on Air Qual.~ Related Values (AQRVS)for Class II areas are predicted by comparing modeled
concentrations to the secondary ambient air quality standards which were established to protect public
welfare, Impacts to air quality including the NRPF have been shown to be below the seconda~ ambient
air qual.~ standards for all pollutants.

An analysis of impacts of AQRVS in Class I areas was conducted for the proposed facil.~. A
consewative method of analysis was used and included, as appropriate for each Class I area, impacts
on soils, vegetation, visibility, water quality and fauna. Resuks of the analysis show that there were no
adverse impacts projected on vegetation, soil, visibility, water qual.~ or fauna in the mandato~ Class I
areas.

Specifically, an AQRV analysis was done for the Spokane Indian Reservation Class I area, located
immediately adjacent to the Coulee Dam recreation area, at about 14 km to 20 km from the proposed
NRPF site. The analysis included visibility and nitrate deposition. Methodologies used were conservative
and established an estimated increase in nitrogen deposition of 1.7 percent, with no significant adverse
impacts, The Spokane Indian Reservation is far more sensitiie regarding fauna than Lake Rooseveh
because of the existence of small ponds, with a high natural water acid.~ due to the pine forest,. in
comparison to the vast amount of water existing in Lake Roosevek and its higher buffering capac.~.
Visibility analysis for the Spokane Indian Reservation Class I area used a Level 2 screening methodology.
As a result of the analysis it was determined that during certain times of the year at sunrise or sunset
hours, when the wind is blowing from the southwest and an observer is looking at the plume at a point
approximately 14 km from the observer toward the project site, there would be some minor deterioration
in visibility. This minor deterioration would not be a haze, but a potentially noticeable d.tierence in color
or contrast when viewing an object through the plume. It was determined that 6 percent of total hours

-1-



in a year were within the sunrise or sunset periods and had winds blowing from the southwest, If the total
hours were further reduced by limiting those with greater than 50percent cloud cover, visibility effects may
be perceptible only 2.8 percent of the year. These visibility effects, Hthey exist, would be extreme~ mlnOf
and very dficuh to perceive. The methodology used was ve~ conservative and any potential impacts
would not be significant.

The analysis of the effects on the Spokane Indian Reservation can easi~ be extrapolated to the
Coulee Dam NRA without fufiher modeting, to conclude that there would be no significant environmental
impacts due to the nitrate deposition and visibility to the Class II air shed for the recreation area.
However, funher modeling was done at the request of the National Park Service (NPS) regarding the
Class II air shed located over the Coulee Dam NRA.

Nitrogen De~osition. An evaluation of nitrogen deposition has been conducted following the
procedures defined in the EPA document lntera~encv Work~rou~ on Air Qualm Modelina (IWAQM) Phase
1 Repom Interim Recommendations for Modelina Lena Ranae Trans~ort and ImPacts on Reaional

- (EpA+~/R-g3-015, APfil 19g3). me analysis calls for the USe of the annual avera9e N02
concentration at 50 km from the project. Since the closest distance to 50 km for which ISC modeling
resuhs were available from the previous ana~sis was 8.3 km, this concentration was used for the nitrogen
deposition analysis. The concentration at that distance was conservatively converted to a nitrogen
deposition rate of 0.55 kilograms/hectare/year, using a molecular weight ratio of 0.304 and a d~
deposition velocity of 2,5 cm/s, At 50 km, the nitrogen deposition rate is expected to be significant~ lower
due to continued dispersion of the plume over that distance. The Coulee Dam NRA encompasses Lake
Roosevelt, which contains a tremendous volume of water. Considering this large water volume together
with the buffering capac.~ from the highly alkaline soils of the area, this nitrogen deposition would be
insignificant. A calculation sheet presenting the details of the analysis is atiached.

Plume Msibilitv Andvsis. A plume visibility analysis has been conducted for the Coulee Dam NRA
using procedures defined in the EPA document Workbook for Plume Wsual Screenina and Analvsis (EPA-
450/4-88-01 5). Nitrogen oxide and particulate emissions from the proposed turbines were used in the
analysis. Impacts were evaluated for receptors ‘inside” the NRA following the procedures defined in the
above-referenced document.

[n this analysis (using conservative analyses regarding wind speed and air stability), the maximum
deka E was found to be 9.9 located at the closest point within the NRA, approximately 10 km from the
NRPF. Ahhough the plume from the NRPF is not visible, there would theoretical~ be a slight change in
the color of the blue sky viewed through the plume. The plume would be visible in approximately 1
degree of the horizon, which is about twice the apparent width of the sun. This condition could occur
only during times when winds are carrying the plume from the NRPF to the NRA. An evaluation of the
meteorological data from the Spokane airport shows that these conditions occurred 44 percent of daylight
hours in 1982. Since clouds and preciptiation would obscure the plume and diminish overall visibil~,
periods of cloudiness and precipitation were examined. Further evaluation of the Spokane airport data
for 1982 shows that winds from the appropriate direction occurred without preciptiation 38 percent of the
daylight hours dufing the year. Still further evaluation of the Spokane airpoti data shows that the winds
from the appropriate direction occur without precipitation or cloudiness 4 percent of the daylight hours
in the year.

Using these conservative assumptions, a slight change in the color blue, the width of an index
finger held up at arms’ length (1 degree), might be observed by one purposefully looking for it. This
would occur only 4 percent of the yearly daylight hours, and would not likely be seen by a casual
observer. Based on this information, plume visibil.~ in the NRA is not expected to be adverse~ impacted
by the NRPF.

-2-



05/24/96 13:59 e CH2MHILL @oo3

I

FORM 3B



UN~ED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

REPLY TO
ATTN OF: WD-126

Nancy Wittpen
Bomeville Power Administration
905 NE llth Avenue “
Portland, Oregon 97232

Re:

Dear

Bonneville Power Atinistration’s (BPA) Northwest
Regional Power Facility Draft Environmental hpact
Stat~ent (EIS), Creston, Washington

Ms. ,Wittpen:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
draft EIS for BPArs Northwest Regional Power Facility. Our
review was conducted in accordance with our responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act and Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act’. We appreciate the opFort~mity to r=view this
project and provide comments at this time.

The proposed power facility is a natural gas-fired,
generating plant with output of 838 megawatts. This. draft EIS
addresses the Proposed Action and No Action, and briefly
discusses alternatives eliminated from consideration.

Based on our review, we have rated the draft EIS EC-2
(Environmental Concerns, Insufficient Information) . Our review

has identified environmental impacts from the proposed action.
Our environmental concerns are based. on: anticipated negative
impacts to water ~ality, wetlands and air ~ality.

Additional information is re~ested to: strengthen the
‘alternatives analysis; clarify proposed mitigation measures for
wetlands and water ~ality impacts; clarify air ~ality impacts;
and fully evaluate cumulative ‘impactsi

An e~lanation of our rating system for draft EISS is
enclosed for your reference. This rating and a summary of our
comments will be ptilished in the Federal Re~ister.

1
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“If you have any ~estions. ~out our comments (enclosed) , you
may contact Larry Brockman in Seattle at (206) 553-1750. We
appreciate ‘this opportunity to review and comment on the
EIS . draft

z~~- p&%
Richard B. “Parkin. Manaaer

Enclosure

cc: Federal
EFSEC -

Geo~aphic Implementati~n Unit, ~
Office of Ecosystems & Communities

Ener~ Re~latory Commission - Cashell
Jason Zeller

-. .

. .

.,
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U.S. WIRO~AL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)
CO~S REG~ING

BPA’S NOR-ST REGIONAL POWER FACILITY

Alternatives ~alysis

EPA is concerned that alte~ative locations
construction and oneration of the Proposed Power

-

for the
facilitv have

not been sufficien~ly analyzed. S~ec~ficaliy, EPA belie;es the
draft EIS should evaluate alte~ative~ that reduce the need for
such an extensive natural gas pipeline. Presently, the
alternative pipeline routes evaluated in the EIS rage from 58
miles to 70 miles. The preferred routing of the pipeline will
cross 14,800 feet of wetlands, cross eight sensitive fish bearing
streams, five perennial streams, and fifty-eight ephemeral -
streams. It will cross eight other sensitive biological habitats
and sixty four state.or federal highways. It will impact one
hundred and seventy-five private property owners.

The EIS must include within its scope an evaluation of
. impacts; direct and indirect and effects and alternatives to the
proposed a,ctionin accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14 and 1502.15. -
Consideration of effects ~clude taking shard look at the
effects of transporting natural gas supplies to the facility.

The EIS must evaluate reasonable alternatives. CEQS Forty
Questiensstates, that reasonable alternatives include those that
are practical or feasible from the technical and economic
standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable
from the standpoint .of the applicant. Consideration of
reasonable alternatives would necessarily include alternate sikes
that may obviate the need for construction.o.f lengthy pipelines.
.

EPA is concerned BPA has limited its- alternatives analysis
solely .to the action alternatives proposed by the applicant. The
,draft EIS indicates, the applicant evaluated two t~esof
alternatives: sites in Washington state in general and sites near
the tow of Creston, Washington. A siting analysiswas completed
by Washington Water Power Company in the late 1970’s and early ~
1980~ for a coal-fired plant in Creston, Washington. The
appl~cant dete”tined that eastern Washington, specifically the
Creston area would be more suitable .than western Washington:

According to the draft EIS, the applicant believed this
coal-fired pltit location near Creston, would also be ‘appropriate
for a smaller, more environmentally benign gas fired power plant.
This may be true, however, the coal fire plant did not include an
extensive gas pipeline. In conclusion, BPA’s draft EIS analyzes
sites considered appropriate for a coal-fired plant near Creston .
and evaluates which side of the cascade mountains the facility
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should be built on. Given this limited analyses, EPA believes
BPA has not met it obligations under 40 CFR 1502.14.

Those obligations include evaluation of the impacts of a 50-
60 mile pipeline and the potential for mitigating those impacts
by locating the plant nearer to the existing Pacific Gas “
.Transmission (PGT) pipeline. To ensure a full and fair
environmental review EPA recommends that BPA work with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC); as describe below,
to determine a lead agency and include an expanded alternative
analyses in any subse~ent ~PA”document.

FBRC/BPA Coordination. .

The BPA and the FERC have complimentary roles in this
—

project. BPA will decide whether to construct and operate
transmission facilities and FERC will decide whether to approve
constmction of the natural gas pipeline from PGT’s pipeline near
Spokane, Washington to BPA’s preferred alternative. Presently,
the NEPA re~irements for this project are being addressed .
separately by the two agencies. The BPA does not evaluate
alternative project sites to determine if reducing the length ,of
the pipeline is feasible. Further, we have no indication that
FERC plans to.address that issue.

EPA believes the project proposal rewires the designation
of a lead agency (either BPA or FERC) because more than one
federal agency is.involved in what rnust.be considered either the
“same action” or ‘a group of actions directly related to each
other because of their functional interdependence’t 40 cm
1501.5. If not the same action, BPA and FERC actions are, at the
very least, functionally interdependent because the power,
facility under consideration would-be useless if its power cannot
be transmitted via BPA lines or if it cannot obtain natural gas.
Via a FERC-license pipeline. ,

Ha;ing each agency conduct separate environmental rev+ews
will result in improperly se~ented consideration of
env~ronmetital impacts and failure to explore vi~le alternatives
that would mitigate impacts. Furthermore, according to the
Council on Environmental Qualityfs (CEQ), Fortv Most Asked
guestions Concernin~ CEOS National Environmental Policv Act ‘
(NEPA) Relations ‘Forty Questions,” an alternative that is

outside the legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must still be
analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable (see also 40 C*
1502.14).

Once a lead agency has been identified, it must conduct the
appropriate scoping in accordance with 40 CFR. 1501.7, which
includes among .otherthings, determining the appropriate scope of
the EIS. CEQS Forty Questions states* agencies must integrate
the ~PA process into other plaming at the earliest time

2
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possible. AISO the federal agencies tha~ are likely to become
involved should then be contacted and then the ~PA process

1

3!
coordinated.to insure an early and comprehensive analysis.

Wetlands/Waters of the U.Si
–—

As mentioned.in our scoping comment letter dated June, 16,
;1995, wetlands are one of a number of “Special A~atic Sites!!
referenced in the ~A section 404(b) (1) Guidelines: These
Guidelines provide the substantive environmental criteria for -
protecting waters of the U.S. under section 404 of the WA.
wetltids are significant env~ronmental resources that provide a
wide range of important functions and values. They have ~
experienced severe cumulative losses nationally. For these
reasons protection of wetlands and other important a~atic
resource habitats is a high EPA priority.

~ For purposes of section 404 permits where dredge or fill
activity is proposed in waters of the U.S., all a~at.ic resource
areas, including wetla.ds, should be clearly identified and
assessed in.relation to project affects. Presently the draft EIS
does not clearly show the location of tk wetlands likely to be
affected. The final EIS should include maps outlining the
location of.the wetlands and the routing of roads, pipelines or
facilities impacting wetlands. Specifically, wetlands in the
project area should first be identified and delineated consistent
with the.Corns of Enqineers Wetlands Delineation Manual,
Technical Report Y-87-1, January 19$7, Ffial Report -d its .
recent ~idance on implementation. Delineation should be ~
followed by a.functional assessment to determine the extent and
importance of existin-gwetland and a~atic resources. Several
options such as the Wetland Evaluation Tecfii~e ar”eavailable
for use in determining wetland.and associated a~atic resources
functions and their values. tiy special features such as rare or
uni~e habitats should receive special attention. .

Once the wetland fmctions ad values are defined, the
possibilities for mitigating potential effects can be explored.
Planning and design should seek to avoid adverse effects wherever
possible, to minimize adverse effects which are unavoidable, and,
as a final alternative, to provide ade~ate compensation for all
unavoidable adverse effects. This will-rewire a thorough ~
evaluation of all less environmentally damaging project .
alternatives. “ For non-.w~er dependent activities, such as roads,
alternatives to siting in wetlands are p~esumed to be available
unless demonstrated otherwise. The 404(b) (1) Guidelines and EPA
Wetland Specialists should be consulted for specific guidance on
the scope of avoidance and minimization alternatives that need to
be addressed.

We recommend coordination with the appropriate Corps
District, EPA A~atic Resource Unit, Fish and Wil~ife Service,
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National Marine Fisheries Service and other state and federal
resource agencies when developing alternatives to determine
whether effects on to waters of the United States can be
eliminated or reduced. If it is determined an individual 404
permit is rewired, the need to select alternatives which avoid
effects on U.S. waters must be ad~essed during the 404 permit
process. To assure consistency with the 404(b) (1) Guidelines, a
thorough analysis of all possible alternatives to avoid and
minimize wetland tid a~atic resource habitat impacts should be
addressed through the NEPA EIS process. These alternatives can
include project design changes includi-ngpipeline alignment ‘
reconfiguration and alternate pipeline water crossings (i.e.,
tueling, bridging) . -.

The final EIS needs to discuss alternatives to avoid and
minimize wetland or other a~atic resource habitat effects. If
the final EIS does not fully address all less environmentally
damaging alternatives, it is conceivable that a supplemental EIS
may be necessary. -. .

We suggest’BPA meet with resource agencies, including EPA,
to discuss mitigation options. To coordinate the wetland and
a~atic resource impact aspects of this project, please ‘contact
Richard mark, Wetlands Specialist, at (206) 553-5198 in the
s=attl~ Regional EPA office. —

Mr Qual&ty

In general, it is difficult to determine the ade~acy of the
air ~ality analyses due to the lack of sufficient .
explanation/documentation of the information and methodologies
used to characterize current and -future conditions in the area
likely to be impacted by”air emissions from the proposed project.
For example, Section 3.1.3.2 presents projected air ~ality
impacts from the proposed facility with essentially no
explanation of the methodologies employed or the sources of data
used in the analyses. We are aware that a PSD application has
been prepared for the project =d submitted to EFSEC, yet the
draft EIS.does not reference the application or include enough
information from.the permit application (which we.assume is the
basis for”the restits presented in the draft EIS) to allow the
reviewer to understand the level of analysis the project has
undergone. We recommend that the EIS be revised to .iticlude
documeritation of the analyses conducted and the’data sources.used
in the development of the climate and air ~ality.sections. This .
should ‘include complete citations of all applicable reference
materials as well as the documentation of estimated project
emissions and the dispersion modeling analyses.

The draft EIS presents impacts on Ehe Spokane Indian
Reservation (a Class I area), including impacts to air ~ality
related values (AQRVS) such as visibility, vegetation, flora and

—
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fauna, water
AQRVs-and an

7

~ality, etc. The identification of the relevant 6
understanding of what could be judged as acceptable

degradation (or if any degradation is acceptable at all) should
be done in close consultation with the Spokane Tribe of Indians.
Based on the.information presented.in the EIS, it appears that
the evaluation,of AQRV”impacts on the Spokane Reservation has not
been conducted in consultation with the Spokane Tribe-and
therefore it is not clear that they are either relevant or
important to the Tribe. We recommend that ~A/BPA work closely
with the Tribe to ensure that impacts.to those resources that are
important are identified and evaluated with the necessary level
of rigor to ensure that they receive the appropriate levels of
protection. The results of this effort should be reflected in
the final EIS.

We had some difficulty determining the precise distance
between the project site and the Spokane Resewation. For
example, the table presented on.page 3-27 indicates that the .
Reservation is 1.5 miles from the project site while Figure 2-6
suggests that the distance is roughly nine (9) miles. Such
discrepancies mayhave implications on model-predicted air
~ality impacts on -theReseHation. We recommend that ~/BPA
verify the distance between the site and the Reservation and
ensure that the correct distance is reflected in the air modeling
analyses.

Specific Comments
. .

The draft EIS briefly describes historical- meteorological
monitoring (Section 3:1.2.1) and ambient air ~ality monitoring
(Section 3.1.3.1) efforts conducted between 1979 and 1981.

Because no maps were. included in the draft EIS indicating the
locations where this monitoring was conducted relative to the
proposed project site, it is difficult to detefine. how the.
meteorological and.abient air measurements relate to the EIS
analysis. We recommend that the. EIS be revised to include-a map
(or maps) indicating.where historical monitoring has been
conducted in relation .to the project location... . .

Section 3.1.2 presents a discussion telated to fog. A
discussion of the fre~ency of heavy fog events in Spokane is
presented and is subse~ently followed by a brief discussion that
indicates the project is not e~ected to significantly impact
local weather-or climate. ‘ First, it. is mclear how the .
information regarding fog in Spokane relates to conditions .in the
vicinity of the proposed project site. Second, it is not clear
that the potential impact of the,project on the fre~ency of fog
in the vicinity of the site has really been evaluated. with the
location of the .evaporation ponds being close to Lincoln Road and
Highway 2, there is the potential for enhanced fog formation near
these roadways and the safety issues associated with fog
formation. We recommend that the draft EIS be revised to clarify
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the likelihood of the project to create roadway safety hazards
associated with enhanced fog formation.

Section 3.1.3.1 presents a characterization of background
air ~ality levels in the vicinity of the site using data
collectedin 1980-81. While, in general, the values presented in
the draft EIS are probably reasonable indicators of conditions in
the vicinity of the proposed project site, we recommend that the
discussion be expanded with respect to PM,,levels throughout
eastern Washington. . To summarize, eastern Washington (including
the project site] fre~ently experiences large dust storms with
resulting PM$Olevels well above the applicable ambient standards.
~rrent planning efforts are underway to gain a better ,
understanding of the-source areas (primarily agricultural
activities) with the intent of developing a strategy for reducing
the occurrence/severity of these events. While we do not view .
the project to be a significant PMIOsource, we do not feel that
current particulate matter levels in the vicinity of the project
site are completely described by the values presented in Table
3.1.

We would like to clarify that the.desiyation of the Spokane
PM,,nonattainment area is not attributable exclusively to
agricultural activities. Emissions from roadways and woodstoves
have been identified, in additiofito.a~imltural sources, as
significant contributors to the P~O problem.i-n Spokane.

I. . The draft EIS states that the ‘Notice of..Construction and
supporting documentation are contdined in Appendix E.
Unfortunately, we were unable to locate this information. We
recommend that the EIS be revised to include this information.,

Pages 3-29 and 3-30 present an extremely brief overview of
the modeling analyses conducted. We believe that this discussion
needs to be expanded considerably in.order for all interested
parties. to fully understand the nature and extent of analyses
performed (for air ~ality modeling analyses, details .- .
important) . Key elemehts that warrant discussion .include:
● EmiSsions estimati.on methodologies

. ●- Identification of sources and release parameters (stack
height, etc.)

● Identification of~meteorological data sets used .(and the
justification for their use)

● Receptor deployment (spatial resolution, treatment in ..
. terrain)

The description of the PSD increment contained in the draft
EIS.is incorrect. It is not the allowable increase in
concentration above background, levels. A PSD increment is the
maximum allowable
concentration for

increase in concentration above a baseline
each pollutant. A baseline concentration is,
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in general, ,the ambient concentration existing at the time that
the first complete PSD permit affecting the area is. submitted.

A footnote appears to be missing from Table 3.5. . 15

The screening assessment of visibility impacts.indicates
,that the potential for impacts to the visibility resource on the 16
Spokane Rese~ation exists. The discussion concludes that
conditions conducive to visibility impairment occur at a rate of
2.8 hours per year, yet does not provide any conclusions as to
the significance of this condition. AS we indicated above, we
recommend that ~/BPA consult.with the Spokane Tribe to ensure
that visibility impacts are maintained at acceptable levels for
the Class I area that they maintain.

The air qality section presents no assessment of potential 17
air ~ality impacts associated with the construction of the
facility. We recommend that emissions from construction
activities be qantified and included in the EIS. . -

The draft EIS states that corona, ozone, and oxides of ?8 .
nitrogen are released in ~antities too small to measure or have
any significant effects. We recommend that the-draft EIS provide
the appropriate literature citation to support such a conclusion.

~ulative. -acts .

~mulative impacts are defined as ~...the ~rnpact on the —
environment which results from the incremental impact of the .
proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person ~
undertakes such other actions.(t (4O CFR 1508.7)

The.draft.EIS does not discuss cumulative impacts to water
Wality and wetlands. The final EIS should include an analysis
on cumulative. impacts for thes”e resources. For any. reso~ce, the
cumulative impact evaluation must begin with an assessment of the
degree to which impacts have already occurred. Such a baseline
assessment is critical to the ability to ascribe -sigificmce to
any amount of further impact. For cumulative effects in
particular, the magnitude of impact may not be synonymous with
the si~ifictice of that impact. A minor impact could be
significant. The purpose of a cumulative impacts analysis should
be to detemine the relationship between these concepts.

At a minimum the EIS should discuss how this project will
impact the waterways, area wetlands, fish
cumulatively with other past, ongoing and
future development.

and wildlife resources
reasonably foreseeable

-. — .-



LETTER “C” RESPONSES

c-1 Comment noted.

C-2 The need for a project defines the alternatives.

The underlying need for federd action on this project is to respond to a request from
KVA Resources to provide integration and wheehg services for the output of the
NRPF. The alternatives to meeting this need to respond are either to say yes (the
proposed action), no (the no action alternative), or offer alternative Ways to tite~ate
or wheel over the system. For BonnevWe’s purposes, the EIS must analyze the
impacts of the integration and wheefing because they are direct federd actions, and
must analyze the facfity itse~ because it is a connected action.

However, BonnevNe is not a re@tory agency and cannot te~ developers where or
what type of generation’ facfities to bufld.

NEPA and its defining re@ations obfige federal agencies to discuss o~y dtematives
that are reasonable. 40 CFR S 1502.14(a) md (c), 1508.25@)(2); see *o, FOW Most
asked Questions Concerning CEQS NEPA Re@ations, 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026, 18,027
(March 23, 1981). Recognizing that “reasonable” is not se~defig, now Supreme
Court Justice Clarence Thomas, in Citizens Against Burk~ton, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.
2d 190 (D.C. Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 112 S.Ct.616(1991),providedsome~~ity, as
fouows

NEPA ptily refers to dtematives to the “major Federd actions significantly
affecting the quatity of the human environment,” and not to alternatives to
the appticanFs proposal. NEPA 102(2)(C), a USC S 4332(2)(C) [emphasis ~
original]. An agency cannot redefine the go~ of the proposal that arouses
the call for action; it must evaluate alternative ways of achieving ~ goak
[emphasis in origin~l...Congress did not expect agencies to determine for
the appficant what the gofi of the appticantis proposal shotid be.

Id at 199.-

This approach in the EB is &o consistent with Section 10 of BPNs enabfig
legislation, the Pacific Northwest ElectricPower Planning and Conservation Act 16
USC ~~ 839 et seq., as fo~ows

Nothing in this Act sha~ be construed to affect or modify any right of any
State of pofitical subdivision thereof or electric u~ty to ... make energy
facfity siting decisions, including, but not tited to, determining the need
for a parti~r facfity, evaluating dtemative sites, and considering
alternative methods of meeting the determined need.

16 USC ~ 839g.

Accordtigly, with regard to theNRPFas a whole, BPA betieves thatit is appropriate
to limit our examination of overa~ alternatives to the proposed action and the no
action alternative.



C-3 BPA @ decide whether to construct and operate transmission facfities and FERC
wiUdecide whether to approve constriction of the natural gas pipeline from PGT’s
pipehe near Spokane, WA to the fadity. Btiding a natural gas pipe~e is
recognized as a connected action and “functionWy interdependent:’ BPA and FERC
wotid have preferred to analyze impacts of the facfity, transmission, and pipehe
in one EB. That was impossible because sitespecific pipehe information was not
avdable at the time WA submitted a site application to EFSEC for the facifity and
contacted BPA. PGT had not yet submitted an application to FERC for the pipefie.
Without an application, FERC codd not begin and conduct an environmental review.
As a resdt, two EISS fi be done; the first one focusing on the fatity and
transmission, the second one focusing on the pipehe.

FERC is a cooperating agency in this EIS. W gas pipefie information that was
avtiable at the time was added to this EIS. When an apphcation for the gas pipetine
is submitted, FERC fl conduct a NEPA review of its potential impacts. BPA plans
to be a cooperating agency in FERCS gas pipehe review and the environmental
impacts associated with the gas pipehe @be considered by BPA before making
a final decision on the project after FERC’S analysis is complete. As a resdt, no
decision is made by BPA until ~ environmental aspects of the facfity, transmission,
and the pipehe are identified and considered. Supplemental environmental review
@ be done on the impacts of wheehg power over the transmission tie when
customers of WA are identified.

C-4 The proposed project is in comphce with Executive Order 11990 which mandates
that federd agencies such as the BPA and FERC ensure that the destruction, loss or
degradation of wetlands be minimized when conducting re@tory or ficensing
activities. The project has taken d practicable measures to avoid and minimize
wetland impacts. These avoidance and tiization measures are described in
Chapter 3 (Affected Environment, hpacts and Mitigatig Measures), Section 3.1.6.3
(Mitigating Measures). Standard mitigations for wettids include conditions
required for Nationwide Permits (NWP) under the ~ea Water Act Section 404 and
NPDES requirements under Clean Water Act Section 402.

BPA has taken W practicable measures to avoid and minimize wetland impacts at
this stage in the transmission he design process. BPA anticipates that wood pole
removal and construction of new towers @ not impact any wethnds. Based on
access road design assumptions, BPA has identified four wetknds that may be
affected by access road widening. Detded access road design work ti be done
before construction. Road widening and positioning @be coordinated with a BPA
wetland speciakt. BPA W try to avoid impacts to these four wetlands by
considering road design dtematives. At this time, BPA anticipates that activities
potentidy affecting these wetlands can be authorized by Nationwide Permits 14,25,
and 33. This w~ be confirmed when the amout of ~ and extent of impacts are
determined. BPA win then notify the appropriate agencies. Permit requirements
wi~ be fo~owed.

c-5 It is acknowledged that detafled development of analyses was not included in the
DEIS. The DEIS was prepared on the basis of information included in the PSD
application. The DEIS sections on air qutity were intended to focus on a description
of the impact analysis restits, rather than the methods. The finalEIS wiu
incorporate by reference the PSD application.

C-6 Comment noted. Several constitutions regarding air qu~ty impacts have been held
between the applicant and the Spokane Tribe.



C-7 The closest distance from the fatity to the Spokane Reservation used in the visibfity
screening analysis is 22 km (13.64 ties).

C-8 See Response to Comment C-5.

C-9 Section 3.1.2.1 describes the existing c~atic conditions for the project. The
evaporation ponds are not expected to increase loctied fog.

C-10 Cement noted. However, Table 3.1 is intended to reflect the assued background
concentrations of po~utants for the vicinity of the project.

C-n Comment noted.

C-12 The Notice of Construction is contained in Appendix E, the background information
is included in the PSD application. The fid EB @ incorporate by reference the
PSD application.

C-13 See Response to Comment C-5.

C-14 Comment noted.

C-15 Comment noted. Table 3.5 has been revised. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

C-16 The impacts upon visibfity were derived from the conservative assumptions. Some
impact may be visible mder proper tighting situations if one were looking toward
the phnt site and visibfity was not obsticted by land forms. K one knew where
to look, a sfight distortion might be detectable. Most of the recreation on or along
the rivers occurs at locations where him w~ obstruct this view. The impact, if it
occurs, shotid not be noticeable to recreational visitors. The impact to visibfity is
only a possibility, and, if it occurs, it should not be signific~t. Severs consdtitions
regarding air quafity impacts have been hdd between the apphcant and the Spokane
Tribe. h addition, see Supplement Letter “B’ Responses.

C-17 As stated on page 3-34, Unavoidable Adverse hpacts,“Ofieretisionsrelatedto
development and operation of the NWF include constriction activities, construction
traffic automotive emissions, materi~ storage and hantig, etc~’ hpacts wotid
be mitigated with the implementation of standard construction practices, including

(1) Construction equipment operators shti shut off equipment when not in use
to avoid unnecessary ifig. As a general tie, vehicle i~g shotid be kept
below 10 minutes.

(2; The contractors construction equipment shd be properly maintained and in
good operating condition.

(3) During summer morning hours, when smog accumtites, the construction
period shall be lengthened so as to minimize the number of vehicles and
equipment operating at the same time.

(4) The contractor shti utie new technologies to control ozone precursor
emissions as they become avtiable and feasible.

.- /“
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